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FOREWORD

The Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA), initiated
the "Comprehensive State VR Program and Policy Systems ThroughDevelopment of Model Evaluation/Management Information SupportUnits" within State Departments of Vocational Rehabilitation in1978. These evaluation demonstrations have produced some reward-ing experiences. This publication is the first of twelve scheduled
over the next three years. Each edition will feature articleswritten by the principal investigators of the model units, federal
personnel, staff of firms and agencies under contract to RSA, and
evaluation experts in the rehabilitation field. We will devote
particular attention to providing information on achievements and
barriers experienced by the model units over their three yearexistence. We will also keep readers posted on trends in programevaluation in rehabilitation, initiatives underway to build stateevaluation capacity, and other general and technical evaluation sub-jects as we progress. In light of the demonstrated efforts of the
model units, many of their accomplishments will have implicationsfor future policy changes in program evaluation at the national and
state levels of the Vocational Rehabilitation Program.

James E. Taylor, Ph.D.
Project Officer, RSA
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PREFACE

The primary purpose of this series of report:. .) document the experiences
of six state agencies that are developing systems tk.. '..act upon the develop-
ment and implementation of policy in the Federal/state program for vocational
rehabilitation.

On October 1, 1978, the Rehabilitation Service; Administration (RSA)
entered into a contractual agreement (one year dux.- Al with the option for two
additional years) with six state Vocational Rehabil (VR) Agencies to
develop model program evaluation/management information support units. The
contracts were awarded on the,basis of the technical merit of proposals sub-
mitted in response to a Request For Proposals (RFP). The states receiving
the contracts were:

Delaware (a small general agency)
Oregon (a small general agency)
Michigan (a medium sized general agency)
Virginia (a medium sized general agency)
Pennsylvania (a large general agency)
Mississippi (an agency for tha blind)

The objectives for the Model Evaluation Units (DEW were to: 1) develop a
model in which comprehensive program and policy systems were linked by appro-
priate evaluation data; 2) field test and evaluate the effectiveness of the
(revised) Federal Program Evaluation Standards and the Facilities Information
System for VR agency management; 3) build new evaluation capacity which can
be generalized to other states; and 4) develop linkages for a within-state
agency and between-state agency network for communication, dissemination and
utilization of evaluation topics, with special emphasis on developing and
testing the Mbdel Evaluation Units.

In order to meet these objectives, the Model Evaluation Units were required
by their first year's contract to perform the following tasks

1. Plan and organize the Model Evaluation Units;
2. Initiate and establish continuing working relationships with

associated organizations, contractors and university re-
sources;

3. Administratively monitor the organization of the Evaluation
Unit;

4. Field Test the new (revised) Federal Program Evaluation
Standards;

5. Field Test the Vocational /Medical Facilities Information
System;

6. Develop New Evaluation Capacity;
7. Assure dissemination and utilization of products;
8. Evaluate the project, and
9. Submit yearly and final r.,.ports.



On October 1, 1971, RSA, after competitive bidding, awarded a contract
to the West Virginia Research and Training Center (WVRrC) to coordinate the
activities, of MEU development. The primary functional responsibilities of
the WVRTC are to provide coordination, picumite technical assistance, monitor
activities, develop models, conduct evaluations, and prepare articles and
other materials for dissemination. The specific tasks of the WVRTC for the
most part coincide with those of the MEUs; however; additional tasks include
the development of a regional office (RSA) model for the use of evaluation
data generated by state VR agencies and the development of a set of manu-
scripts that will be instructive to other agencies who want to incorporate
MEU concepts/products into their program evaluation units.

Two other contracts have been awarded by RSA to provide specialized
assistance for Tasks 4 and 5. Task 4, to pretest the New (Revised) Federal
Program Evaluation Standards, will be facilitated by Berkeley Planning Asso-
ciates UMW- BPA developed the new standards under a previous contract with
RSA. Their involvement with the MEUs includes the pretesting and refinement
of the proposed performance, procedural, and project standards. Activities
will include designing instruments for data gathering, training the states
in instrument use, coordinating the pretest, analyzing the data, revising
standards as necessary, and preparing an implementation plan.

Walker Associates, (WA), under an agreement with the National Associa-
tion of Rehabilitation Facilities, will be providing specialized assistance
to the Model Evaluation Units in the conduct of Task 5 - Pretest the Facilities
Information System (FIS). The FIS was developed by WA under a previous con-
tract with RSA. The major tasks that WA will be conducting include training
for MEUs in the use of the FIS, pretest implementation assistance, monitoring
and evaluation of the pretest experience, revision of the system where neces-
sary, and the development of recommendations for nationwide implementation.

The reports of this project will contain (a) issue papers that raise
questions and suggest answers in generic evaluation problems; (b) descriptive
reports of the methods employed and results of particular evaluation studies;
(c) "how to do it" articles; and (d) reports documenting the experience of the
various staffs. These reports will be published quarterly for a period of
three (3) years.

This first series of observations contains an issue paper by the West
Virginia Research and Training Center that deals with the determination of
evaluability as the first step in program evaluation. An historical
perspective of evaluation in VR is the main thrust of an article by the Vir-
ginia MEU. The Pennsylvania and Mississippi MEUs document their experiences
in the formation of their model units. The Oregon MEU provides a "how to do
it article" on dealing with information requests. Two book reviews are also
included, as well as three informational appendices.

Dr. Richard A. Nida
Project Officer
August, 1980
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TRACING THE FAILURES OF PROGRAM EVALUATION
IN VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION

RICHARD A. NIDA, PH.D.
WEST VIRGINIA RESEARCH & TRAINING CENTER

Many social services programs that flourished during the sixties found
that the seventies brought a cessation to growth and in many instances a
reduction in available program funds. In vocational rehabilitation (VR),
1972 marked the end of real growth (when the total allocation is corrected
for inflation). The subsequent reduction in allocations for program
parallels the increased emphasis and funding for program evaluation (PE)
activities.

The Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (P.L. 93-112) provided the basis for the
extended requirements and capabilities within state agencies for VR. Funding
for program evaluation activities at the central office of the Rehabilitation
Services Administration increased to $1 million in 1974 and to nearly $2.5
million in 1978. Precise assessments for monies expended at the state level
are not readily available, but it is safe to say that state expenditures at
least equal the Federal ones.

The very real decrease in program funds, coupled with a growing
skepticism about the impact of services, in part forced the growth of program
evaluation.. Presumably, in a time of scarce resources, evaluation would pro-
vide the necessary information about program operation that would allow
managers and policymakers 'JD make decisions to improve the quality of those
programs. TO date, the promise of program evaluation is yet to be realized.

Schmidt, Scanlon, and Bell (1979) noted that program evaluation has not
led to successful programs and has produced little information of utility or
even interest to managers and policymakers. What, then, has led to the
failure of program evaluation?

Stock Answers for VR PE Failures

The most often listed reasons for the lack of effectiveness of program
evaluation in state VR agencies have been that PE is "new"; and that the
evaluators are, in most instances, former counselors who have not had formal
training in evaluation techniques.

How New is "New"?

Prior to 1960 a reference to program evaluation was difficult to find
in any social services literature.
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Evaluation, as well as systematic planning, in the state/Federal rehabi-
litation program was first begun with the statewide planning and the
continuing statewide studies initiated by Federal legislation in 1965. This
legislation authorized two-year planning grants for state rehabilitation
agencies to evaluate rehabilitation programs and to delineate the steps
necessary for the development of adequate vocational rehabilitation resources
and programs within each state. Additionally, states were required to co-
ordinate rehabilitation planning with other statewide planning activities and
with citizen involvement.

The amendments th the 1968 legislation specifically required state
agencies to evaluate the services they were providing. In addition to the
requirement, Federal funds for evaluation of VR programs were first made
available in 1968. The Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (P.L. 93-112) further
extended the requirements and capabilities for evaluation within Vocational
Rehabilitation Agencies. This law contained seve7U provisions that speci-
fically impacted on evaluation, but Section 401 is primarily of interest.
Section 401 details the reporting requirements of the Secretary to Congress
and gives instructions that "evaluations shall be conducted by persons not
immediately involved in the administration of the program or project
evaluated."

Section 401(b) of the Act required the Secretary to "develop and publish
general standards for evaluation of the program and project effectiveness in
achieving the objectives of this Act." Further, it specified that the
Secretary shall consider the extent to which such standards have been met in
deciding whether to review supplemental financial assistance authorized under
any section of the Act. Interim evaluation standards were published in the
Federal Register on July 2, 1974, and final regulations were published in the
Federal Register on December 19, 1975. Presently the evaluation standards
have been revised and are awaiting field testing as part of the contracts of
the six model units.

Program evaluation is "new" to VR. It is new, period. Twenty years is
not a long time frame for a discipline to develop. The first stock answer
does appear to explain some of the PE failures to date, but that reason be-
comes less viable with each passing day.

Counselors Aren't Necessarily Evaluators.

When VR agencies were first faced with the requirement to staff a
program evaluation unit, many of than placed either former or actively
practicing counselors into the position(s). A survey of evaluators in state
VR agencies conducted just prior to the enactment of the Rehabilitation Act
of 1973 (Ridge, 1973) indicated that most evaluation personnel did not have
formal training in either the theoretical or operational components of
evaluation. The background of most staff members was grounded in rehabili-
tation rather than evaluation. Spaniol (1975) also indicated that evalu-
ation personnel were uncomfortable with present skill levels and needed
training in evaluation methodologies.
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The initial skill level of these counselors turned evaluators was indeed
inadequate, but advanced training and on-the-job skill acquisitions has
resulted in increased evaluation expertise at VR agencies. Additionally,
many agencies are now recruiting evaluation specialists from outside the
agency to further build evaluation capacity. Again, the stock answer while
operative is losing its explanatory power. Other factors must then be the
source of the continued failure of program evaluation to effectively impact
VR program and policies.

Potential Sources of Evaluation Problems

One need not look far to find potential sources of evaluation problems
in state VR agencies. Two examples include the VR program itself and the
evaluation methodology most often in VR settings.

VR Program

Van Maanen (1979) identified the basic evaluation question as "'It what
extent is the program actually reaching its goals?" (p. 43). This kind of
goal attainment model is the most often used in VR agencies (Cook and Cooper,
1978). As many writers have noted program goals and objectives are often
vague, ambiguous, changeable, difficult to specify, and even incompatible
with each other within a given program.

Given that the program evaluator rarely sets the goals and objectives
of the agency, difficulty in evaluating the extent to which the program is
meeting a set of vague, ambiguous, changeable, difficult to specify the
potentially incompatible goals is apparent. Is it any wonder then that the
VR program and evaluation activities have proceeded essentially on
parallel tracks without impacting each other?

If a primary purpose of evaluation is to contribute to the decision
making process (Weiss, 1972; Spaniol, 1977), then the clear specification of
the program and its goals and objectives is a necessary precondition to
conducting a meaningful evaluation. An additional precondition listed by
Putman (1977) is a rationale that links the program to its goals and
objectives. TO° often the administrators of the state VR program and the
VR evaluator have failed to assure that these necessary preconditions were
present before proceeding with an effective evaluation of a program.

The heavy emphasis placed upon goal setting and specification in this
document does not preclude program benefits occuring either as a result of
unintended consequences or unexpressed goals. In fact other evaluation
approaches such as a systems approach or goal-free evaluation argue against
the goal attainment approach most frequently used in VR as being inadequate.
The implication for VR evaluators is thus to identify unexpressed goals and
unintended consequences and incorporate them into the goals attainment model.
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Evaluation Methodology

Specific methods of conducting evaluation studies are not discussed here;however, a method for determining if the above mentioned preconditions havebeen met is described in brief. This methodology is known as "evaluabilityassessment." An evaluation publication of the General Accounting Office
(Assessing Social Program Intact Evaluation: A Checklist roach, 1978)makes the rather obvious point that a program's eT)51.5,55,Iiity should be madeearly in the evaluation planning process; however, most state VR agency
evaluators bypass what is logically one of the most important first steps.

EValuability assessments have grown out of the work of Dr. Joseph Wholeyof the Urban Institute who conducted must of the developmental work for the
Bureau of Health Planning (Schmidt, et al, 1979). The methodology is perhaps
best articulated in the book by Wholey (1977), Evaluation: Promise and
Performance (reviewed later in another section), but in sumniaiTEEM.

"Evaluability assessment explores the objectives, expectations,
and information needs of program, managers and policy-makers; explores
program reality; assesses the likelihood that proylallt activities will
achieve measurable progress toward program objectives; and assesses
the extent to which evaluation information is likely to be used
by program management. The products of evaluability assessment
are: (1) a set of agreed-on program objectives,I important side
effects, and performance indicators on which the program can
realistically be held accountable; and (2) a set of evaluation/
management options which represent ways in which management can
change program activities, objective, or uses of informatipp in
ways likely to improve pgoram performance (p. xiii)."

Generally, most of the efforts involving evaluability assessments have
occurred at the Federal level. This is also true in VR.

Emile of an Evaluability Assessment in VR.

The COmmissioner of the Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA)
recently asked the Office of Technical Assistance of the Assistant Secretary
for Program Evaluation within the former Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare to conduct an evaluability assessment of the RSA, program. The
EA will, through a series of interviews with representatives of public
interest groups, governmental control agencies, congressional committees,
policy-makers at the department level, RSA central and regional office
managers, and state and local VR agency personnel explore:

1. the program objectives, expectations, and assumptions of
policy-makers and managers in charge of the program;

2. the objective of political groups;

3. the extent to which management's program objectives have been
defined in measurable terms; the program activities actually
under way;
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4. the likelihood that program activities will achieve measurable
progress toward program objectives;

5. the likely use of information in program performance; and

6. options for change in program activities, objectives, and
use of information that could enhance program performance.

The results of the evaluability assessment will determine whether
program evaluation can be used to alter the performance of the program. An
affirmative response would indicate that RSA top management can be held
responsible for agency performance in a logical and meaningful fashion.
The program will. have established its evaluability by meeting the pre-
conditions of a clear expression of program, program goals and objectives,
and a rationale between program and goals and objectives. A negative
response to the evaluability assessment could, of course, require the
redefinition of the program, its goals, or the rationale that links the
two.

State agencies for VItneed to follow the lead of RSA in this respect
and initiate evaluability studies of their own programs to insure that
time is not lost in conducting evaluations that do not have a reasonable
expectation of impacting upon program performnce. The future failures or
successes of program evaluation may very well hang in the balance.
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PROGRAM EVALUATION AND VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION AGENCIES

W.H.BRCWNFIELD & MEN E. HAYEK
VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF REHABILTTATICN SERVICES

Interest in program evaluation is a relatively new development in the
social service field. Schulberg and Blaker (1969) indentify post World War
II as the start of program evaluation in Public Health. RDSSi and Williams
(1972) see the major impetus for program evaluation stemming from social
action programs of the 1960's. Concerns for program evaluation has arisen
for various reasons, of which most commonly cited are accountability of hu-
man service organizations, and a questioning of the value of new programs.

The purpose of this paper is to look at some of the literature of program
evaluation in general, highlight the major problems facing program evaluation,
discuss the applications of program evaluation to vocational rehabilitation
(VR) agencies and consider the implications of program evaluation within state
and Federal rehabilitation programming.

Program evaluation has been defined as:

...a systematic continuous process of providing
information about the value or worthwhileness
of a program for purposes of decision making.
(Spaniol, 1975, p.2)

This definition has several concepts the author emphasized to show that
program evaluation provides deliberate, on-going, planned assistance to deci-
sion makers.

Programs requiring evaluation may be as small as a unit serving one
disability group or as large as the agency. The important thing is not the
size of the program, but the type of information needed to make informed
decisions. Thus, at any level program evaluation can be employed for a
number of reasons. For us the most important is its use in decision making
concerning (1) program installation, (2) program continuation, and (3) pro-
gram modification.

Information for program installation is considered to be planning
information. It includes such things as needs assessment, cost estimates
and operational feasibility. Information from evaluations for program contin-
uation is the traditional view of evaluation. It is the evaluation that is
concerned with outputs and products of a program. Another name for this type
of evaluation is a performance audit. Finally, information for program modi-
fication generally emphasizes processes, and managers may consider this type
of evaluation as a management audit.

7

14



A, major difficulty in program evaluation is the lack of utilization of
results. (Anderson and Ball, 1978. Horst and Others, 1974. Bossie and
Williams, 1972) There appear to be two sources for this difficulty; one is
management based and the other is based in evaluation methodology. In either
case, if the results are not used the evaluation effort is of little value to
the agency or manager.

Management-based lack of utilization of results is seen as a critical
problem cause by a lack of program definition (vague objectives), a lack of
the use of clear logic (unjustified assumptions), or a lack of management
(management unable or unwilling to use results). (Horst and Others, 1974)
Rossi and Williams (1972) see the conceptual application of evaluation to
social services as the difficulty.

The second source of difficulty in utilizing evaluation results begins
with methodology and inclwiPs management problems. Thus, evaluators must
face methodological problems (statistics, samples, control groups, variable
specifications); bureaucratic problems (manager /evaluator conflict); politi-
cal problems (technical ability within the organization to conduct complex
studies). (Rossi and William, 1972)

The difficulties mentioned here will, at some point, have to be dealt
with - to ignore the complexities of methodology, the difficulties concerned
with management and the realities of politics would render only lip service
to any program evaluation effort.

As mentioned earlier, program evaluation is a relatively new emphasis
in the social service field. For vocational rehabilitation it can probably
be considered still in its infancy. Pressures to r nduct program evaluation
in rehabilitation have been both external and intetAal. The emphasis on
increased accountability in recent legislation is a major external pressure.
Idealism behind programs must now be supported by more concrete measures to
Shaw program worth and justification. Programs with social value must be
quantifiable. If the program depends on emotional appeal for support it must
also be shown how its intentions are being accomplished. Internal pressure
is viewed as stemming from the need for more information upon which to base
decisions, increased emphasis on policy analysis, increasing professionalism
at all levels of the rehabilitation system, and the interest in evaluating the
outcome (impact) of rehabilitation services. (Spaniol, 1975)

In response to the pressures for program evaluation (PE), the early
1970's was a time of developing units, identifying personnel and beginning
initial evaluation studies. (Miller, Lee, et al, 1977) Within the VR program
several difficulties in program evaluation implementation, were identified.
These include: the lack of appropriate staff training; the lack of conceptual
framework for program evaluation; the lack of methodologies related to outcome
evaluation; a tendency to isolate program evaluation from agency program
development activities; data quality and consistency; inability to specify
outcomes; and the need for better measures of outcome. (Miller, Lee, et al,
1977)
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Vocational rehabilitation agencies, in trying to meet the intent of
legislation as it pertains to evaluation, have themselves identified much
of what has been discussed. The Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA)
initially attempted to guide PE focus in three major areas: eligible popula-
tion, process and outcome. (Rubin, 1974) Within states the emphasis has been
on information for planning, monitoring and program revision. (Crystal,
Harrison and Miller, 1978) It seems clear that program evaluation in general
and within the rehabilitation community have common goals and difficulties.
The latter part of this paper will review how evaluation has evoloved in VR,
what is presently happening, and, we hope, provide some insight on future
directions of PE within 154

The 1965 Amendment to the VR Act provided some of the impetus for
evaluation in VR. Further impetus came with the Amendments of 1968 which
outlined requirements for evaluation efforts on an ongoing basis. The RSA
then asked states to describe in their Program and Financial Plans for 1973
what evaluation efforts they were pursuing. But probably the most important
"motivator" to state VR agencies' evaluation efforts came with the Rehabili-
tation Act of 1973.

It was in this Act that the General Evaluation Standards were mandated.
It was at this point that some rather specific evaluation efforts were re-
quired by RSA from the state agencies. Thus, probably for the first time in
the 60 plus year history of VT:programs, some specific and discrete evaluation
data and information were required by the Federal agency. However, no
additional funding to the agencies was provided. As a result, while all state
VR agencies were involved in program evaluation, the sophistication of the
evaluation efforts ranged from simple casework reviews to elaborate evalua-
tion methodologies. Program evaluation meant different things to different
agencies and the direction was not toward any one uniform programmatic end
as the General Evaluation Standards published in 1975 were to require.

Reaction to the General Evaluation Standards as published in the Federal
Register was, to say the least, mixed. At this writing, same five years
later, the original attitudes of the various state agency directors and
administrators have not changed much!

In an effort to aid state agencies in their evaluation building capacity,
RSA designated somewhat over $750,000.00 of its 1978 funds to be used to pro-
vide contract dollars to six state VR agencies. These contracts, awarded on
a competitive basis, were intended to allow state agencies to develop "model
program evaluation/Management information units." Fully integrated into
these "model unit" contracts were plans to field test other RSA evaluation
areas being developed, e.g., the new Federal Evaluation Standards developed
by Berkeley Planning Associates, and the Facility Information System deve-
loped by Walker and Associates. The inclusion of these two field tests into
the model unit contracts represents a significant new thrust by RSA to test
new systems in VR agencies prior to possible nationwide implementation.



The field tests will allow RSA to gather information related to the
validity and reliability of the data collection instrument proposed, the
usefulness of the data to the state agencies, the costs, both actual dollars
and staff time required to implement the standards and facilities systems, and
the states' overall reaction to the two proposed activities. The results of
these field tests will allow RSA to have definitive input from state VR
agencies on their proposed systems and standards prior to national implemen-
tation. It is hoped that these pretests will provide for a more useful and
palatable product at both the Federal and state levels.

The model units' pretest activities of the new standards and the Facility
Information System comprise only part of the overall evaluation system being
developed at RSA. In addition, the RSA Management Information System (MIS)
is undergoing development through a contract with Abt Associates, Inc. In
an effort to allow for state agency involvement and input into this develop-
mental effort, the six model unit states, as well as other states, have been
invited to review and comment on the MIS as it is being developed by Abt
Associates.

Still another evaluation effort being promulgated by RSA is the states'
use of the San Diego Case Review Schedule (CPS) developed by the Regional
Rehabilitation Continuing Education Program (RRCEP) at San Diego State
University. This instrument assesses compliance of casework activity with
Federal regulations and guidelines. RSA has provided a long-term training
grant to the San Diego RPCEP to provide every VR agency training in the use
of the CRS over the next three to five years.

These four efforts (new standards, FIS, the RSA- MIS and the CPS) appear
to reflect an increasing concern by RSA to move forward with systems and
efforts which will allow for more uniform evaluation of VR programs
nationally. The model unit contracts encourage the development of new eval-
uation capacity which can be generalized to other state agencies.

Collectively the six MU states are involved in numerous areas of
developmental work. These areas include similar benefits model system eval-
uation, needs assessment for independent living programs, management para-
digms, new evaluation use of data systems, installation and use of word
processing equipment in evaluation, case closure (case analysis) systems,
management information needs assessment, client follow-up approaches and many
more

One of the major thrusts of the MU contracts is in the area of
dissemination and utilization of contract activities. A concentrated effort
is planned by the six MUs to make this information on their activities avail-
able to other VR agencies. These efforts will include a newsletter of what
is "going on" in the six states, a special "manuscript" publication which will
cover specific contract products in some detail and at least one national
conference, probably in the early fall of 1981, to give all VR agencies a
chance to "shop" among the six states and examine the products they have
developed.
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It appears to us that RSA is attempting to provide "seed money" to the
six MU states. With those funds and the products developed all other VR
agencies will have available to them new evaluation tools, methods or systems
to which they might rot otherwise have access. The MU state agencies have
the responsibility with RSA to share and, where possible, provide technical
assistance to states which wish to pursue the possible implementation of any
product developed as a part of the MU contracts.

The activities mentioned here are all a part of a new Federal interest
and effort to move program evaluation in 'VR into a new era, albeit these
efforts in and of themselves will not be enough. They do, however, represent
a significant new "push" to respond to state and Federal legislators' desire
for accountability.

Program evaluation's future directions can be summed up as "...one
reasonable way to close the gap between program decision making, program exe-
cution and program revision." (Brawn and Pethtel, 1974, p. 318) For this
to happen however, there are four requisites:

1. Program evaluation must become a function of management.

2. Evaluators must be aware of and function within the political
arena.

3. Program evaluators must accept that there is a of skills
(management oriented and methodological) necessary to fulfill
the responsibilities of the position.

4. RSA must continue developmental efforts in the area of program
evaluation.

Finally, Peter Drucker, in his comments on public administration, states,
"One can only learn by feedback, and we know that feedback from results always
improves performance capacity and effectiveness." (1980, p. 104) Program
evaluation can be the mechanism that provides feedback to improve performance
capacity and effectiveness. The feedback will be in terms of counselor and
caseload performance, ways to present information in a timely fashion for use
by decision makers (standards, FIS, RSA, MIS and (RS), benefit-cost analyses,
better ways to integrate resources, client long term follow-up and follow-
along, and the assessment of other agency outputs such as staff work and other
support services.
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THE DURABILITY OF A MODEL EVALUATION UNIT

WILLIAM W. JENKINS, ED. D.
PENNSYIVANIA BUREAU OF VOCATICNAL REHABILI1ATICN

The specifications for this contract required the development of a
"M del" Program Evaluation and Management Information Support Unit. In this
context the term "model" would appear to have several levels of meaning. A
model might be considered to be an ideal of exemplary method of functioning.
This was clearly one aspect of the Rehabilitation Service Administration's
(RSA) intentions since the six state units were to serve as examples that
"given sufficient resources, State Agencies, regardless of size, can develop
effective evaluation capacity" (U.S. Office of Human Development Services,
1978). However, a model also has a theoretical or scientific level of
meaning which is to serve as "a representation of the underlying structure
of a process or system. The system might be conceptual, ideal, or real. In
general, a model has a simple and/or manipulatable structure relative to the
system it represents. By making explicit the implications of alternative
assumptions regarding key relationships of the issue or system under study,
a model can provide a clearer understanding of these relationships" (U.S.
General Accounting Office, 1978). We now recognize model construction and
model description as an essential portion of the contract's work. The
Request for Proposal (RFP) contributed to the process of model articulation
by specifically requiring a continuing series of deliverables on the concep-
tual framework, operational tracking system, and evaluation plan. In doing
so, it provided both a focus for many of the conceptual activities and
parameters, for them.

These activities, at first glance, would appear to comprise a series of
logical and rational functions which could be conducted at a relatively
abstract level. However, in an organization which already had an established
Program Evaluation Unit with its own identity and history, such actions in-
volved considerably more than we anticipated. The process of reconceptualizing
the goals and nature of the existing unit took us into an extremely sensitive
and difficult process. In psychological terms it required the development of
the self-conscious to a much greater degree than had previously existed. In
looking at the objectives, structure, organizational relationship, activities
conducted, research strategies and the like, we began to encounter both
personal and structural resistance that needed to be worked through. This
process was both demanding and time-oonsuming. Mbst of the first year of
contract operations was spent in conceptualizing, planning, and organizing
the Model Unit and its initial work. Since further deliverables are
required in these areas throughout the contract, a significant portion of the
second year and, we suspect, third year will also be consumed in resolving
our "identity crisis". Even after eighteen months of operation, the resolu-
tion is rot yet clear to us. Unfortunately, the pressure of other activities
in the contract and continuing revisions in scheduling and work requirements
has reduced the time available for reflection and analysis of the model.
Despite these limitations, the opportunity to reconceptualize the role of
evaluators and information in vocational rehabilitation (VR) agency has led
to significant alterations in our previous viewpoints as well as served to
stimulate staff professional development.
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In developing a Model Unit, one of our preliiminary concerns was to
structure this unit in such a manner that it would have the greatest possible
impact on the agency's policy making, planning, and program operations. The
RFP required that the unit look particularly at the "direct linkages" it had
with the sections responsible for each of these functions within the agency.
In attempting to situate the model unit within the agency's organization
and to develop a "model" structure, it seemed important to consider the
characteristics of the state agency in terms of its organizational structure
and hierarchy. The Pennsylvania agency was awarded this contract in the
category of a large agency (Section 110 fund over 25 million dollars) and,
with its size, the agency certainly possesses the characteristics of a large
bureaucracy. The literature on organizational theory and structure (Porter,
et al, 1975) suggests that a large organization attempts to maintain its
existing state of equilibrium. Although we would argue that the Pennsylvania
agency is remarkably fluid and dynamic for its size, it must necessarily
possess some degree of this characteristic. Even though change could have
been initiated in the organization through revolutionary methods, the exist-
ing Program Evaluation Unit as well as the prevailing management philosophy
Showed a clear preference for an evolutionary style of impact. This logically
requires that the sources initiating change be present over some significant
degree of time. Therefore, durability was considered to be a key element in
establishing this unit and structuring its functions so they would continue
after the contract period.

In reviewing the RFP, it was clear that the Federal government intended
for the unit to continue after the contract, and in fact required a commit-
ment from the agency that it would do so. Despite this condition to the
contract award, as a result of economic changes that have occurred recently,
there now appears tr. 'e some threat to the continuation of Program Evaluation
both at the state and national levels. As Taylor (1979) indicated in his
brief review of the development of Program Evaluation, this area is rela-
latively new for rehabilitation agencies. Although the 1'3E6 amendments to
the Rehabilitation Act are probably the first precursors of program evalu-
ation in vocational rehabilitation, the 1973 amendments clearly established
this function within most agencies. However, problems with the Federal
Program Standards, the ambiguity of mandating legislation as well as the
defensiveness of many managers across the country has led to continuing
resistence to its operation. The latest legislation no longer specifically
identifies program evaluation as a required component of VR operations and
leaves its place ambiguous. When combined with the austerity of low state
budgets at this time and the forecast for even greater cutbacks in the future,
the utility and cost-effectiveness of program evaluation within state agencies
is being closely scrutinized. Duration or even survivability becomes a ger-
mane issue for all Program Evaluation and is especially relevant for a Model
Unit. However, this crisis also offers exciting opportunities for the mcdel
to clearly prove their utility and to demonstrate an ability to improve
operations and make them more efficient in such pivotal times.

At the inception of the contract, Pennsylvania had a Program Evaluation
Section which had evolved several years pm-Her from the statistical and the
research units. The section consisted of 81/2 full-and part-time professional
and clerical staff with an additional four members in regional offices who
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served as Case Evaluators for field studies. Both the Evaluation and Manage-
ment Information Support functions of the agency were conducted within the
section, although data processing was handled by a different unit. The
section was supported by an IBM 370/158 computer through on-line terminals
in all field offices and central office, with the section given high priority
for use of these facilities. However, there was not any capability within
this system for high level statistical analysis through a package computer-
ized system. In the organizationa hierarchy, Program Evaluation Section was
removed two levels fran the agency's director.

Fran the beginning it was felt that the model unit's impact and chances
of its work being durable would be substantially increased if it could be
closely tied to the existing Program Evaluation Section. By doing this, the
existing section's reputation, linkages, technical facilities and other
resources could be utilized fran the onset without the model unit having to
do all the original developrtental work. Therefore, the Model Evaluation Unit
was made a separate unit within the existing Program Evaluation Section. The
dual structure has the advantages of providing centralized infoximition and
budget control while giving special emphasis to the contract activities. -

The dual structure also provides research and field support at an indepth
level while maintaining flexibility and the experimental quality of the unit
without formally committing it to a particular organizational structure.
Under this system the Principal Investigator is responsible for conceptuali-
zation, research and technical direction as well as coordinating staff efforts
on activities. The Project Manager is also the administrator of the Evalu-
ation Unit and provides administrative and budget direction. The manager also
is responsible for coordination between the unit and regular section and the
agency.

The RFP required that the unit be situated organizationally so that it
is directly responsible and reports directly to the agency director, who is
also the project director. This innovative and essential feature has been
particularly important in facilitating direct and frequent communication
between the Model Unit and the agency's higher organizational levels, and
has provided additional authority to the unit's staff during the first year.
This has also provided valuable insight into the policy and management
decision-making process that would not have been attained otherwise.
Additionally, a coordinating committee composed of central office staff and
administrators was organized to provide input and to assist in planning and
coordinating efforts of the unit across departmental lines. Overall, the
placement of the Model Unit within the agency and the development of its
linkages with other sections has been designed to both increase its effective-
ness and to structurally integrate it into the existing organization in the
most conducive manner. Throughout the contract, resources, consultation and
training opportunities have been shared between the agency's regular and
model evaluation units with the deliberate intention of gradually merging
their skills, activities and functions so that units nay have a consolidated,
single identity by the contract's end.
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Several other factors were designed to insure the unit's impact and
durability. If a unit is to be accepted within an existing organization it
should immediately begin to produce work that is of importance to the agency's
recognized concerns and needs. In this instance, several projects were
selected that required field studies, and the unit's case service evaluators
were immediately put to work on them so that products were available within
several months after the contract's initiation. In addition, selecting a
unit staff experienced both in evaluation techniques and agency operations
was also immensely useful in moving rapidly to an operational capacity. As
Patton et al (1978) noted in his discussion of the utilization of evaluation
research, tie "personal factor" which includes elements such as interest,
determination, leadership, and commitment determines whether evaluations
have an impact. Such factors were given careful consideration in selecting
staff for a model operation and are now clearly recognized as important.

Our experiences to date in constructing a "model" evaluation unit
suggest that this process is considerably more difficult and time consuming
than had been previously thought. In particular, the need to focus on the
design and structural characteristics of the writ, both to increase its
durability and to experimentally find the best organizational structure,
requires more conceptualization, organizational support, and participant
commitment and flexibility than was anticipated. The payoff to both
participants and the organization, however, also appears significantly
greater than imagined. The long-term issue of durability and continuing
impact appears to be a necessary consideration in the original design of a
"Model" evaluation unit if it, in fact, is to endure.
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ESTABLISHING A PROGRAM EVALUATICN UNIT WITH M.V.R.B.

(MISSISSIPPI VOCATIONAL REHABILITATICN FOR 7HE BLIND)

Economic conditions are forcing both the Federal and state governments
to more closely scrutinize the funding of service programs such as VR.
With emphasis being placed on cost-effective spending in the delivery of
service, it becomes expedient for the VR agencies to take a closer look at
themselves and to particularly focus their attention on the role of program
evaluation within the context of their organizational structures. Far some
VR agencies, blind or general, this closer look will reveal the need to re-
assess and redefine the scope and duties of their existing program evalu-
ation component; for others, it will mean the creation of a program
evaluation component virtually from scratch; for all, it will come to mean
the utilization of program evaluation to actualize what program evaluation
should accomplish --

a) an objective assessment of what is happening in the total agency
be it good, bad or indifferent;

b) determing why the good, bad or indifferent is happening; and,

c) offering to agency management alternative approaches, system
creation or modification, new or modified system linkages, and
planning strategies to enhance the good; eliminate the bad; and,
destroy the indifferent.

The ultimate good a program evaluation component can do for an agency
through sound evaluative practices, is to impact management at its various
decision-making levels so that the overall agency mission of rehabilitating
clients is done efficiently and cost-effectively. It is not unrealistic to
project that funding for VR programs will be determined on the basis of
efficiency and cost-effectiveness within the next few years. It is there-
fore timely for VR agencies to move past the counting and reporting of numbers,
token program evaluation, to indepth, agency-wide assessments of what is being
achieved or not achieved.

Until Mississippi Vocational Rehabilitation for the Blind received RSA
Cbntract 105-78-4005 to create a Model Evaluation Unit within the agency's
structure, program evaluation activities constituted but one of the various
duties assigned to the Agency's Administrator for Program Support and his
one staff person, a Program Development Specialist. While MNPB has a long
history of excellence in rehabilitating blind clients, program evaluation was,
at best, a numbers game. In submitting the proposal for the aforementioned
RSA contract, agency management acknowledged that while it recognized the
need for structured, indepth program evaluation, the agency simply lacked
funds for establishing a component of qualified persons to be solely concerned
with evaluation activities.
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The purpose of this article is rot only to call VR administrators'
attention to the fact that program evaluation should be handled by a component
or unit solely, or at least primarily, concerned with evaluation activities,
it is also to share with other blind and general VR agencies how MVRB got its
unit on its feet and running once funds were made available. Hopefully, our
experiences will assist VR agencies in upgrading their existing program eval-
uation components; assist in the establishment of units where none exist;
and, encourage all VR agencies to make program evaluation meaningful enough
to reap maximum benefits from the time and effort spent.

PRIORITY NUMBER ONE

In order for evaluation as a practice to produce anything worthwhile,
and in order for a program evaluation unit to impact an agency's operation,
agency management from top-line to second-third-/and fourth-line administra-
tors or supervisors must realize that they have a vested interest in the
evaluation process. Evaluation is a tenor that either evokes total apathy or
sudden panic. It has somehow came to connote "blame" as opposed to the
objective reporting of factual information. This obvious problem with seman-
tics may well explain why token evaluation has been so rampant in VR agencies.
Evaluation is nothing more than objective assessment of an activity. If an
activity has been well planned and conducted according to plan, an evaluation
of it can only reveal that which happened as a result of conducting the
activity. Assessment of the activity as a phase of the evaluative process can
only reveal whether or not the activity helped reach a planned goal. In
essence, evaluation does not take place for the sake of finding fault or
placing blame; is should take place for the sake of effectiveness and effici-
ency in meeting goals. The management of an agency must then clearly have a
vested interest in the evaluation process which mist include (1) a commitment
to contribute to the process by sound planning which lends itself to sound
evaluation; (2) a commitment to test, if applicable, evaluation outcomes; and,
(3) a commitment to utilize evaluation outcomes to increase individual, com-
ponent, and agency goal attainment.

LOGISTICS OF cluiiING THE MVRB UNIT STARTED

As is the case with MVRB, it may ironically turn out that funding will
come to be regarded as one of the least of problems in establishing a program
evaluation unit.

Dr. John Gehi, Director of Institutional Research at Atlanta's Spelman
College, sent our MEU a copy of John Gall's book, in'which Gall states that
"People In Systems Do Not Do What The System Says They Are Doing," and further
notes that Murphy's Law, "If anything can go wrong, it will," is still valid.
While it can be reasonably concluded that Gall did not have the logistics of
establishing the Mississippi MEU in mind when he authored SYSTENANTICS, it
must be conceded that establishing the Mississippi MEU could have served as
a model for his book.



Because our fundings was 100% federal money for an experimental project
of t h r e e - y e a r s duration, some unique problems had to be solved in ITder to

hire staff and expend funds. The first problemtwith hiring staff had to do
with MVI meeting the requirements of the State Classification Commission.
This Commission designates the number of job slots and job position titles
a state agency can have. Additionally, this Commission determines the re-
quirements a person must met to be hired in a specific job position. Once
a state agency's job slots and position titles are set, it is a rather
lengthy process involving both the state agency and the Commission to add
staff to the agency's list and to add new titles.

Since the MEU had to initiate and complete its work in accord with the
mandates of the RSA contract, the least time consuming solution to the problem
or hiring staff was to simply designate, on paper, the MEU as a state agency
within a state agency. This sounds peculiar and does require further explana-
tion (Gall was right!). As a state agency, the MEU could get approval of job
slots much faster than approval could be secured for NVIE to add to its exist-
ing slot allocation. Thus, the creation of the MEU as a state agency within
NNEB allowed it to meet its contract mandates and at the same time satisfy the
State Classification Commission's requirements that (1) at the end of the
three-year period the state agency status of the MEU would cease along with
Federal funding supporting it; (2) all staff hired by the MEU would be hired
in accordance with the rules and regulations of the Classification Commission
requirements for similarly existing job position titles. In the RSA contract
and system, the Unit's Technical Writer is called a Technical Writer; however,
in the Classification COmmission's system, the Technical Writer is called a
Public Information/Relations Writer II.

The matter of hiring staff involved yet another hurdle; that of getting
approval to expend funds provided by the contract. Approval for state agencies
to expend funds and the procedure by which funds can be expended are regulated
by the State Budget Commission. Since the MEU's Federal funds were subjected
to state regulation, approval from the Budget Commission was needed for such
things as purchasing, leasing, renting of equipment, salaries, and for all
purchases requiring competitive bidding.

The Capitcl °omission of the State of Mississippi regulates and approves
the square footage of physical space that can be used by state agencies. This
square footage for the MEU was determined on the basis of the number of employ-
ees to be physically housed. The MEU's Principal Investigator had to first
locate suitable office space based on Capital Commission requirements and then
appear before the Capital Commission to explain (1) why NVPB needed additional
space to house the MEU: (2) how the additional space would be paid for; (3) what
the MEU was designed to accomplish; (4) where the proposed space was located;
(5) how long the MEU would need the space, and so forth. Once approval was
given by the Capitol Commission, the MEU moved into its offices.

It is likely that most VP:agencies have similar commissions or boards
that regulate employment, housing, and budgetary matters. Therefore, the
approval or lack of approval from such boards and commissions has a great
bearing on getting a program evaluation component started. Based on our
experiences, we would recommend that a VR agency do the following prior to
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expecting the program evaluation to begin functioning:

1) Make a simple listing of all board and/or commissions whose
approval will be required to establish the program evaluation
component and use the listing as a checklist to make sure that
all needed sanctions are secured:

2) If it appears that the sources of funding or some other exogenous
factors may hinder implementation of the component, make a list
of alternatives solutions to submit to regulating boards and/or
commissions;

3) If funding for the program evaluation unit is to be a included
in the agency's annual budget, prepare such justification as
may be necessary to support the request for additional funds,
transfer of funds, etc.

THE CRUCIAL MATTER OF STAFFING THE UNIT

The staff for a program evaluation unit will depend on (1) what the
agency expects the unit to accomplish, (2) the size of the agency, and
(3) funds available for hiring evaluation staff. The MNTS MEU consists of
four staff person: a Principal Investigator who directs all unit activities
and has final determination of unit projects; a Systems Analyst who is
responsible for the development and modification Bo agency systems, for
the design of and modification of agency systems, for data interpretation
and for the design of data collection instruments; a Technical Writer
who is responsible for formatting and writing all MEU reports and/or docu-
ments and for assisting in evaluation activities conducted by the MEU's
clerical, secretarial, and general office management needs. The MEU serves
an agency that has 109 job position slots. When the MEU contract expires,
its work will be phased into the MNTB Program Support Unit which will assume
full responsibility for all agency evaluation activities.

One valid method for determing what type of staff will be needed for an
evaluation unit is to simply look at what is required of the agency and use
those requirements to determine what kind of staff persons would be most
appropriate. The MVPS unit, in the process of developing a Basic Management
Paradigm for the agency, developed a matrix of twenty (20) compliance act-
ivities for which MVTB is responsible during the course of a fiscal year.
These compliance activities run the gamut from routine reporting to continued
studies to researching, writing, and maintaining on file csrtain reports
which are open to public scrutiny. Using such a matrix, an agency could
well staff its program evaluation unit on the basis of what type of people
are needed to insure agency complaince in various areas. Since compliance
activities should be one of the major areas evaluated annually, a program
evaluation unit assist agency management in developing a flagging
system to insure that compliance activities are taken care of on a timely
basis.
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In developing a new program evaluation unit and in upgrading exisiting
units, VP:agencies should (1) determine, in writing, what they are respons-
bile for internally and externally, (2) plan activities that lend themselves
to evaluation, and (3) select staff who will not only conduct evaluation
activities to detemine if item #1 is happening, but who can also contribute
to the agency's planning of activities, initiation of activities, and revi-
sion of modification of agency activities. At a minimum, the Mississippi
MEU recommend that a program evaluation unit consist of:

1) an administrator thoroughly familiar with the agency's operations,
external requirements (federal and state) placed on the agency,
and the state-of-the-art in evaluation;

2) a systems analyst capable of developing or modifying agency systems,
carable of determining methods of using data processing within the
agency, and capable of contributing to other facets of the evalua-
tion unit's duties (i.e. writing, designing data collection
instruments;

3) a writer capable of preparing evaluation outcomes so that they
are understood by agency staff, capable of assisting in the prepara-
tion of agency training and/or operative manuals, and capable of
assisting in and contributing to the other facets of the program
evaluation unit's duties;

4) a researcher/statistician capable of manipulating statistical data
as needed in reports, documents, etc., capable of researching gen-
eral subjects for information needed by agency component and manage-
ment and capable of contributing to other duties of the program
evaluation unit; and

5) a secretary, who, in addition to handling the unit's secretarial needs,
can also contribute to the unit's functions through such skills as
establishing and managing a unit library, establishing and managing
a central file for unit products, agency reports for public use, etc.

While each staff person in the Mississippi MEU has specific duties to
perform, each person is also involved in the planning, researching, and
reporting activities of the unit. Fbr example, in addition to his adminis-
trative duties, the Principal Investigator also does report writing and edit-
ing, research, oral presentations of evaluation outcomes, and statistical data
analyses to name a few. The MEU Secretary, in addition to her normal duties,
is currently compiling data being collected in a phase of the pretest of the
proposed Standards developed by Berkeley Planning Associates, Inc. Thus, a
good program evaluation team should be a multi-Skilled group of persons cap-
able of performing beyond assiggaduties.

INTRODUCING THE PROGRAM EVALUATION UNIT TO THE AGENCY

Earlier in this article it was noted that VR agency administrators must
come to see that they have a vested interest in program evaluation in ordar
for evaluation outcomes to be of any significance. All agency staff must
likewise coma to see evaluation of their individual and team efforts as a
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step toward improving overall agency performance, not just performance in
their own private sectors. Very cognizant of the common connotations of
the term "evaluation", the MEU tried to get off to a good start by explaining
its role to all MVPS staff. This was done through using established vehicles
of communication in the agency (i.e. Regional Directors Meetings, Agency
Newsletter) to convey in general terms how evaluation functions in an agency
and how individuals and components could use the services of the MEU to
better plan and meet individual, component, and overall agency goals.
Additionally, the MEU visited all facilities which provide services to MVPB
clients, participated in joint projects with the MVTB Program Support Unit,
called on individual agency staff persons to informally discuss their needs
and how the MEU could assist, and began publication of a single -sheet monthly
Xeroxed newsletter to keep all agency staff abreast of what the MEU was doing
and planning to do.

Such methods of "getting to know each other" paved the way for further
MEU and MVPB staff communication. Thus, the MEU was justifiably pleased
when District Office responded positively to participation in data collection
for the BPA proposed Standards. Even though participation by the District
Offices meant an increased work load, no unwillingness to participate was
exhibited. This action, we feel, underscores the value of properly intro-
ducing evaluaton as a concept and the evaluation unit to an agency.

Since much c' the evaluation that takes place in VR agencies is directed
at the counselor-level, the MEU immediately looked for a means of establishing
and maintaining conrrunications with this level. Beyond informal interviews
and including a "book review" section which reflects the state-of-the-art
in counseling in our monthly newsletter, the MEU also initiated preparation
of monthly graphs to illustrate to counselors exactly where they were in
terms of reaching numerical goals set for rehabilitation of clients. Each
counselor received his/her individual "Time and Milestone Chart" which was
not distributed to other agency staff. The counselors supervisors received
a similar chart reflecting the district's progress and the Director of Field
Services received a copy of the district chart and a statewide cumulative
chart. These charts were a clPar statement from the MEU to counselors that
their progress, or lack of progress, toward a monthly goal was information
charted exclusively for their constructive use and information which was
being judiciously handled by the MEU. Of course, a counselors progress/lack
of progress toward a numerical goal was not a secret undiscoverable by the
supervisors, but the MEU opted to handle the charts it produced for counselors
(who are often "blamed" for an agency "lack" of success) in a manner to in-
spire confidence and hopefully to eliminate the negativism associated with
evaluation products.

Since the methods of introducing the MEU to MVPS staff were carefully
thought out and have thus far served a good purpose, we suggest that other
VR agencies utilize any of than that they deem workable in their agencies.

WHAT DOES THE PROGRAM EVALUATION UNIT DO?

The Mississippi MEU has a number of activities it must perform as
mandated by the RSA contract funding it. These same activities are also
required of the other five VR agencies which received contracts. In addition
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to fulfilling contract mandates, the Mississippi MEU has conducted routine
and special evaluation projects for MVRB. A partial listing of these act-
ivities include:

1) An analysis and subsequent revision of the MVRB form and procedure
used in conducting the annual Review of Clients in EXtended Employ-
ment;

2) An analysis of all forms (state and federal) used by MVPS with
subsequent recanmendations to agency management based on findings;

3) Development of a procedure for agency response to external requests
for information (special reporting);

4) Preparation of the agency's annual Qviality Control/Case Review
Report in conjunction with the MVRB Program Support Unit;

5) Development of the facility reporting forms used in the Facilities
Utilization Reporting System developed by the agency and RSA per-
sonnel based in Atlanta;

6) Development of the proposal and securing of partial funding for
MVRB data processing equipment;

7) Obnstruction of an Employer Assessment Questionnaire to be used
to collect follow-up data on MVRB clients planed into the compe-
titive labor force by MVRB Affirmative Action SpeL:ialists; and,

8) Development of a Basic Management Paradigm which is not yet
complete but has included (1) an analysis of MVRB staff positions,
and.(2) the design of a matrix of MVRB compliance activities.

Clearly, this listing of MEU activities reflects that program evaluation
at MVRB is responsive to specifically identified needs and encompasses the
total agency.

One method a VR agency might use to determine what program evaluation
should address is to develop and prioritize a compliance matrix so that the
unit can proceed step by step. Another approach that would be workable is
for an agency to determine its areas of strengths and weaknesses and let the
program evaluation unit begin by addressing these areas. Still another
method is to let a program evaluation unit begin by addressing one major
facet of the agency (i.e. a particular component, the decision- making pro-
cess, the process by which agency goals are formulated).

Evaluation is not, nor should it be considered, a panacea for all of an
agency's ills. Yet, by determining a workable approach, a program evaluation
unit can key in on specific ills and work its way around to offering remedies
for same. Eventually, the total agency can be addressed.



IS A PRCGRAMEVALUATTCN UNIT WORTH 'I HASSLE?

Perhaps at the end of cur three-year contract, we can provide a profound
and philosophical answer to this question. As things stand mw, our best
answer is a simple "yes", establishing or upgrading a program evaluation unit
is well worth the hassle. The need for sound evaluation in VR is not going
to diminish, it is rapidly becoming required. The uses of program evaluation
outcomes and the areas which program evaluation can address are limited only
by haw program evaluation is conceived by agency management. Sound program
evaluation conducted in an agency genuinely concerned with efficiently and
effectively delivering services to clients will yield valid data for decision-
making and thereby impact the agency's mission. COnversely, token evaluation

will yield token results. Establishing or upgrading the program evaluation
unit in VR is well worth the hassle.
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MANAGING REQUESTS FOR EVALUATION INFORMATION

LAURILEE B. HATCHER
STATE OF OREGON DEPARTMENT OF HUNAN RESOCMCES

Evaluation information is needed for decision-making at every level ofthe organization. As administrators, planners, program managers and counselors
make decisions about resources allocation, accountability, policy formulation,policy evaluation or improving programs, they need evaluation information.
Even in a small agency this need can soon exceed the capacity of program eval-
uation staff to provide information. When surer, a need becomes excessive, the
information retrieval process can become very frustrating; without a struc-
tured, rational process to manage requests for information the system may
become fraught with inefficiency, missed schedules, duplication of work and
unusable products. The following pages describe how the Oregon Vocational
Rehabilitation Division uses a service request process to manage information
resources.

Information resources are managed jointly by the Automated Data Processing
(ADP) Unit and the Program Evaluation and Statistics (PE&S) Unit, Oregon's
model evaluation unit. These are two separate administrative units with the
managers of both units responsible to the Deputy Administrator. The necessary
link between the two units to permit PE&S to manage information is achieved
through the service request process and a PE&S research analyst assigned as
liaison.

The ADP Unit consists of a unit manager, five systems analysts and
programmers, and three data entry and production staff. They have a
remote job entry facility which permits submitting jobs to a computer housed
several miles away in the Department of Human Resources computer center.
The data processing staff has responsibility for maintaining and refining a
number of systems, including the Client Information Teleprocessing System
(CITPS), the accounting system, payroll and accounting for the state-operated
facility, and case files and accounting systems for the Disability Deter-
mination unit. In addition to these systems, the ADP Unit maintains and
refines routine management information reports and responds to special
requests for information. All special requests for information from
existing files, requests to add or delete data elements in an automated
file, requests to create or discontinue an automated file, and requests to
create, discontinue, or modify a routine management information report are
documented as service requests in the PE&S Unit.

The PE&S Unit consists of the unit manager, a management analyst, three
research analysts and a clerical specialist. This unit has responsibility for
forms management, purchasing of printing and copying services, maintenance of
the agency policy and procedure manual, special research projects, program
evaluation and follow-up studies, Federal and state reports, coordination of
the service request process, and information retrieval. Members of the unit
are skilled in the use of the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS)
and Easytrieve, a basic retrieval language, and use these skills to meet special
information needs. The various members of the unit have been assigned as
specialists in the different activities and serve as liaison with various man-
agement units. This liaison assignment permits development of rapport with
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progran managers as well as development of expertise in specialized subject
areas. This facilitates analysis of problems and the proposed solutions.
When any agency staff has a need for information, they discuss their need with
a PE&S Unit member to begin the service request process.

When PE&S analysts are confronted with information needs, they conduct
analyses of the needs. In consultation with the requester, the PES-300,
ALP/PE&S Service Request Form, is completed. (See Attachment 1.) In this
initial review, the analysts must consider whether the need has been stated
clearly. If it has not, they must continue the discussion until it has
been. The analysts must seek to identify what data may meet this information
need. If the data are not available, they must consider the possibility of
adding new data elements to the system to provide for future needs. If the
data are available, they must consider the various alternatives of locating
it in existing reports, using PE&S staff to retrieve it from computer files,
or requesting ADP services. If it is contained in existing reports, they
must consider the other workload and priorities of the unit to determine
whether to direct the requester to the appropriate files or do it for him.
If the PE&S analyst is unsure of the availability of the information or of
the feasibility of ALA completing the requests, the PE&S/ADP liaison
analyst is consulted.

When staff initiate requests, they must specify priority. We use a
simple priority schedule consisting of four rankings. A ranking of four
means the information is useful, but not essential to the requester; a
ranking of three means the information is essential to the user, as it
results in loss of effectiveness or efficiency if not provided by the date
needed; a ranking of two means the information is essential for the accomr
plishment of major agency objectives and, therefore, must be provided by
the date specified; and a priority of one means the information is considered
so critical that the agency administrator or his deputy has indicated other
work must be set aside as needed to meet the specified due date. When the
requester specifies a priority, the PE&S analyst assures that the priority
is consistent with the intended use as specified in the request.

In the analysis of the requests, the PE&S analysts must assure the
desired results are clearly specified. If the requester is representing a
third party (another state agency)), the intended user may review the speci-

fications of content and format. The PE&S analysts will attempt to estimate
the volume of output to help the requester plan for the use. Dor example,

if someone requests information about reason for closure and diagnosed
disability for closures for the last three years for each local office, the
PE&S analyst may point out that this could result in tables containing over

200,000 values. When presented with this analysis, the requester may
consider another format or some grouping structure to make the output more

usable. Other questions considered in this analysis are presented in

Attachment 2.

Upon completion of the analysis of what needs to be done, the PE&S
analysts must recommend to the Unit Manager haw it should be done. They

indicate whether it might best be referred back to the requester, completed

by PE&S staff, or routed to ADP. Their recommendations and the completed
service request form are passed on to the PE&S Unit Manager for authorization.
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If the request cannot be completed because data are not available orif the request is so complex that the cost justification is not evident, the
PE&S Unit Manager will refer the request back to the requester. If the
information is available in the agency library, or.if some other staff member
has the information, the PE&S Unit Manager will decide, based on the unit's
current workload and priorities, whether to collect the information or referthe requester to it. If a computer program is required, it may be assigned
to a PE&S analyst or routed to ADP.

When the PE&S Unit Manager authorized a service request or denies it,it is logged into the PE&S service request log (see Attachment 3). The
original is given to the assigned PE&S analyst or to the ADP liaison
analyst and the copy is filed in a PE&S file for outstanding requests.

When the ADP liaison delivers the request to ADP, basic information
about it is entered into an automated service request log maintained by ADP
(see Attachment 4). The ADP Unit Manager reviews the request, consultingwith his staff as necessary. If they determine the request cannot be
completed by the date specified, they notify the requester and project a
possible completion date. The requester may then accept the projected date
or negotiate for a higher priority to receive it sooner.

While requests are being worked on, both PE&S and ADP have a tracking
system. The PE&S log contains records of all ADP and PE&S requests, while
the ADP log contains records only of ADP requests. An agency ADP user
committee was established to provide guidance in prioritizing and schedulingwork. Whenever problems arise and the ADP Unit Manager finds it impossible
to meet all deadlines or reach compromise on rescheduling, the committee may
be called together to review the workload. The ADP log of outstanding
requests can serve as a basis for discussion and the renegotiated schedules
can be used to update the log.

When an ADP service request is completed, the product is delivered to
the requester who initials the request form to acknowledge receipt. A copy
of this initialed form is routed to PE&S. The ADP documentation of the
request and copies of the program are filed with the original request form
in ADP so they can be rerun if needed. Both PE&S and ADP update their
request logs. In the case of a PE&S completed request, the process is the
same except that ADP does not receive a copy.

The priority ranking process has proven to be valuable in managing the
workload in ADP. Very few priority "1" requests have been necessary, as
work can be scheduled to meet due dates. Requesters are encouraged to
anticipate their needs and allow at least two weeks whenever possible. The
ADP Unit Manager receives reports regularly to monitor which requests are
done, which are overdue, which are due soon, and what portion were completed
by their due dates. Probably the biggest problem with this priority scheme
has been an inclination on the part of some users to assign higher priorities
than warranted by their need. This misuse can be controlled, however, by the
PE&S or ADP Manager challenging the requester based on the intended use
that was specified and by regular meetings of the ADP users' committee.
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A number of observations can readily be made about the benefits of this
service request process in the effort to manage information. The service
request form itself has been structured to lead the requesters through docu-
mentation which can readily be converted to computer program code. As
people make requests, they become more accustomed to the structure and learn
to express their information needs more specifically. As they participate
in the analysis process, they become more aware of the potential benefits
of the system as well as its weaknesses so they are better able to offer
suggestions for the development of the system. Outgrowths of this increased
awareness include suggestions made to add elements to the client file and
requests by program managers for training in Easytrieve programming.

In summary, the Oregon Vocational Rehabilitation Division's service
request process is a manageable approach to information retrieval. The link
between the Program Evaluation and Statistics Unit and the Automated Data
Processing Unit provides for a sharing of responsibility for meeting
information needs. As program managers and planners specify their informa-
tion needs and assist in the evaluation of data resources available, they
become more conscious of the process required to maintain an adequate data
base. Both content of the data base and quality control exercised in it
become concerns of the users as well as the data processors. This user-
oriented data base management increases the likelihood that information
will be available and usable when it is needed.
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Department of Human Resources
VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION DIVISION

PEES /AID SERVICE REQUEST

Title
Priority 1 2 3 4 #

Requester
Date Requested

Need by (Date)
How often? Once Other

Describe Project Needed:

Data Files: Client Cost (include DDO DDO Master
Manual files Other

Date Period: From

Deliver Product to

How will results be used?

Where will results be filed?

Request Type: Change file date New program
Change to program permanent Library retrieval
Change to program temporary Other
Rerun, update program

Specifications Descriptions:

Selection Criteria

Printout Sequence

Elements/Format
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Totals, Counts

PE&S Authorization Assigned to

Delivered to ADP Logged out

ADP Acct # Assigned Date

Carrments

Proj. Iaader Initials Compl. AL)

Requester initials acknowledging delivery/completion
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GUIDELINES TO REVIEW AN ADP REQUEST

If the request does require ADP services, consider the type of ADP request.Each of the following 10 types raises special questions.

1) Change computer file constants such as goals, field budgets, counselornames, or service codes.
a) Has the change(s) been authorized by the appropriate person?b) Should anyone else be notified?
c) What turnaround evidence of change is needed?

2) Run an existing program with a modification such as change in date periodor population as anticipated in the original request to create the program.a) Is the change clearly identified?
b) Is the data to be ccmperable to any other data?

3) Modify an existing program by changing something not anticipated in theoriginal request, such as a change in sort order or added elements.a) Is the change clearly identified?
b) Is the data to be comparable to any other data?

4) Prepare a new program to retrieve specified elemetns in a requested forrret(not anticipated to become a routine report).
a) Which elements are wanted? Clearly defined?
b) Is format specified? Is format flexible?
c) Cbuld an existing report with modifications provide this data?d) Do we want flexibility to rerun with specific changes?

5) Program a new report to become routine.
a) Which elements are needed? Clearly defined?
b) Is format specified?
c) What will distribution schedule be?
d) Is it to be comparable to other data?
e) Will someone document for users? Who? When?
f) Will user training be required? Why? When?

6) Add new file element(s) through additional or changed input and storageprocesses.
a) What input process has been established?
b) Have all parties involved in input been consulted?
c) Are any forms or instructions changes necessary? Training?d) Is there a clear documented definition of the element?e) Does this element make same other element unnecessary?f) Will we try to retroactively collect it for other records?

7) Delete an existing file element.
a) What is it being used for?
b) Have all users been consulted?
c) What other reports/systems may be affected?
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d) :mss the input vehicle been eliminated?

e) Should the file retain what it has?

8) Change an existing internal system of processing data.

a) What are the current uses?
b) Have all users been consulted?
c) Is the change clearly defined?
d) Is the justification documented?
e) What problems could it create in making data more comparable or less

comparable to other data?

9) Establish a new internal system of processing data.
a) Could a modification to existing systems suffice?
b) Is the process clearly defined?
c) Is the justification documented?
d) Have potential users all been consulted?
e) Will the results overlap with others?

10) Combination of any of the above.
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ATTACHMENT 3

PE&S SERVICE REQUEST LOG

NO. TITLE
USER REQ DATE PRIORITY DUE DATE ASSIGNED OCMPLEI

666 Target Monitor Names Laurilee 01/12/75 3 01/05/80 X/LH
1177 Vendor File On-Line DDO Shari 06/05/78

11/02/79 X1202 Special Service Codes

1q1262 Status 20 Clients
Clarence 10/24/78 3 10/31/72 RW

1266 Admin Review Data Mike W. 11/01/78 2 01/01/79 X/LH 02/01/8
1320 WCD Billing Report Tim

03/08/79 2 07/31/79 X/111 000/8
1331 ISO

Betty N. 03/01/79 2 09/01/80 LH1347 Vendor File
Sue T. 05/08/79 2 10/26/791359 Placemt Svc Vendor FY79 Jack 05/30/79 3 06/30/79 RR 05/30/7

1365 AFS Shelt EMpl Subsidy John S. 05/15/79 2 07/20/79 X/LH1373 SSDI Denied Pre-Plan $ lsie 07/17/79 2 10/20/791380 Revise SSA 853 Elsie
07/27/79 2 10/15/79 X/III 12/07/7!

1384 WCD Data - History
John J. 08/06/79 2 08/12/79 X/LH

1409 WCD Study
Carl 06/28/79

LH1410 Revised R-13
RSA

07/06/79 2 12/01/79 LH1413 OJT Study
Irene 09/05/79 2 12/15/79 X/111 04/04/8(

1424 Cost Edit Change
Ken/Sue T. 09/20/79 2 01/22/80 X/111 C01/01/13C

1440 Service Code Change Sue T. 09/27/79 2 10/02/79 X/LH
1441 SSI/DI 1407 Update

Ken/Elsie 10/02/79 2 10/12/79
X/Lii

1445 Facility Rpt Changes Art 10/02/79 2 01/20/80 X/111 04/04/8C
1449 1407's

Ken
10/04/79 1 10/12/79 X/LH1455 1407's - Closed Records

Elsie 10/15/79 3 11/16/79 X/LH1459 Alaska Visit
Schlicting 10/09/79

Ill
1462 Reoognized Svc Update John D. 10/24/79 2 01/01/80 X/IH1466 Leave Utilization

Sue D. 01/23/80 2 04/01/80 X 04/15/80
1469 DDO Processing Time Tim

11/01/79 3 01/10/80 X/RM 02/22/80
1472 Reg 1026 Repeat

Dick D. 11/23/79 2 11/30/79 X/1H1473 Modify Examiner Tables Dick D. 10/04/79 2 12/31/79 X/LH1474 Reg Brkdwn for Flowahts Dick D. 10/04/79 2 12/31/79 N/LU
1475 Reg Brkdan DVRD1026 Dick D. 10/04/79 2 01/18/80 X/LH1476 Cleanup Exam 74 on 1026 Dick D. 10/04/79 3 02/08/80 X/LH1477 List Pending Over 60 Dic D. 11/09/79 3 r;]1/79 N/LU

THIS PE&S SERVICE
REQUEST DOG IS gAENTAINED IN THE PE&S UNIT. TH06E REQUESTS ASSIGNED TOADP ARE INDICATED BY AN "X" IN THE "ASSIGNED" COLUMN. THE INITIALS OF THE PE&S RESEARCHANALYST ASSIGNED TO THE REQUEST AR: ALSO NOTED.
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BOOK REVIEW

EVALUATION: PROMISE AND PERFORMANCE

JOSEPH S. WHOLEY, THE URBAN INSTITUTE

Reviewed by
Robert D. Struthers, Ph.D., Michigan Department of Education,

Bureau of Rehabilitation

The demand for better evaluation continues to grow, and books on thesubject are proliferating. RSA's model program evluation project has allowedthe Michigan unit to examine more literature on the subject than it had avail-able in the past. Much of what we see restates evaluation concepts, discussesgeneral issues such as the failure of managers to utilize evaluative informa-tion, presents highly technical discussions of evaluation research, or providescase examples from subjects quite different from rehabilitation. Evaluation:Promise and Performance falls somewhat in the last category but, nonetheless,has a number of qualities that we felt were impressive.

The evaluation strategy presented in the book has been develo,?ed by theUrban Institute program evaluation staff in their work with federal and localagencies during the past decade. Much of the text consists of examples fromUrban Institute work. The author, Joseph S. Wholey, has worked at both theUrban Institute and within the Federal government and is currently employedin program evaluation in the Department of Health, Education and Welfare.

The book, therefore, has credibility because it's based on work by prac-ticing evaluators in the Federal government, and because it represents recentexperiences. In addition, it deals with a problem that seems all too
familiar; i.e., how to produce useful evaluation information in an efficient
and practical manner when dealing with complex organizations and with limited
evaluation resources.

Although there has been constant growth in demand for program evalu-ation since the late 1960's, evaluative efforts have often seemed to missthe mark. On one hand there has appeared to be a simplistic belief that
almost any quantitative report would have significant evaluative meaning.
Usually, such has not been the case. Instead, "evaluation" has often
added new reporting burdens, but has provided data with little meaning fordecision makers. At the other extreme, there has been a feeling that "real
evaluation" cannot be done unless the rigor of evaluation research, completewith control groups, can be imposed.

Wholey's book does not tell how to achieve comprehensive evaluation of
complex agencies with a staff of one or two people, but the book illustrates
both by its strategy (moving from evaluability assessment to intensive
evaluation) and by its examples, how evaluated can be conducted to be use-
ful in organizations such as a rehabilitation agency. Instead of proceed-
ing from a theoretical definition of evaluation, Wholey launcher immediately
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into what evaluators do with program managers when a problem is presented,
and shows how the evaluator can perform a service to managers before a
decision is made to launch into more intensive evaluation.

As stated in the summary of the book, Evaluation: Promise and Per-
formance "shows how evaluators can help government managers and policy
makers to clarify the intent of government programs and to improve program
efficiency, effectivenesS and responsiveness. The book presents a strategy
through which evaluators can determine what information is likely to be
used and purchase sequential increments of timely, useful information on
program promise and performance." (p. xiii)

The four steps described are: (1) evaluability assessment; (2) feed-
back evaluation; (3) performance monitoring; and (4) intensive evaluation.
Evaluability assessment explores the expectations and information needs of
policy makers and program managers and assesses the extent to which evalu-
ation information is likely to be used by program management. The products
of evaluability assessment are: (1) a set of agreed -on program objectives
on which the program can realistically be held accountable; and (2) a set
of evaluation/management options which represent ways in which management
can change program activities, objectives, or uses of information in ways
likely to improve program performance.

After the results of the evaluability assessment are completed, rapid
feed-back evaluation summarized readily-obtainable information on program
performance in terms of those objectives. During this phase the evaluator
estimates the cost and value of additional information and presents designs
for one or more full-scale evaluations. Step 3 is performance monitoring
which measures program performance in terms of the agreed -on objectives
and compares program performance with prior or expected performance. In

the final step, intensive evaluation, comparison or control groups are
used to estimate the extent to which program results were caused by
program activities. Each component in this "sequential purchase of
information" is described with examples, a description of important steps,
and a discussion of the problems that occur for evaluators.

The book os 227 pages (softcover) in double-space typed format. The

style is parsimonious and conveys the information with little embellish-

ment. The book is liberally illustrated with flow diagrams and inserted
examples. For example, Table I-1 lists "Questions that evaluators
typically face," including such its as "How do I define the purpose of
this evaluation project?", "How do I determine when evaluation is not
possible?", and "How can the evaluation process be structured so that the
results are fed into the decision process and used?" Table 11-5 Shows a

"Typical evaluability assessment site visit schedule," including the
activities scheduled frnm 9:00 a.m. of the first day to 4:00 p.m. of the

second. Table 11-6 gives a guide for interviews with local project

staff. The appendix addresses such issues as "Keyzsteps in planning a
sample survey," and "Selection of sample design and sample size."
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Although the book is written in a highly readable style, it is not
read easily from beginning to end simply because, as with most evaluation
issues, the detail and content build up quite rapidly. It requires effort
by the reader to go through the examples provided and elicit the meaning
and possible application to another setting such as rehabilitation. No
space is spent on discussing comparative definitions or relating the
discussion to theoretical models. The book is based instead on distill-
ations from the work done by the Urban Institute, and those sources are
quoted extensively. The bibliography extends to seven pages and includes
a wide range of sources not usually reviewed by program evaluators in
rehabilitation.

Evaluation: Promise and Performance is probably not the first book
one would want to read on evaluation. It would appear to be of most
interest to evaluators who have already tried to conduct evaluation in an
agency setting. It should help those who are seeking a systematic
approach in trying to deal with problems that seen to far exeed their
available evaluation resources, and who have already accepted the fact
that there is a great amount of tedious detailed study required to
understand and untangle the complexities of modern bureaucratic institu-
tions. Our unit-found it to be a refreshing,--realisticiand powerful
approach that we think will assist us to develop our skills as evaluators.

The book is available from the publication office of the Urban
Institute, 2100 M Street, NM., Washington, D.C. 20037, for $7.50.
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BOOK REVIEW

THE PR SIGN AND PRACTICE OF PROGRAMEVALUATION

SCARVIA B. ANDERSON & SAMUEL BALL

Reviewed by
W.H. Brownfield, Virginia Department of Rehabilitative Services

A program evaluation primer: As the flysheet notes, the book is a pre-
cise and practical guide to program evaluation, and offers as well,
discussions of the numerous issues facing program evaluation as an expanding
profession. My reading of the book led me to agree that it is, indeed, a
practice-oriented approach focusing on day-to-day evaluation issues rather
than dealing with the theoretical debates.

Following a discussion -)f issues in the emerging profession of PE, the
book is divided into three sections which address (1) evaluation practices,
(2) ethics and values in evaluation and (3) the future of program evaluation.
Certainly this is not a specific "how to" evaluation text, nor does it pro-
vide a comprehensive discussion of research designs or satistical techniques
useful in PE. On the other hand, it is almost "required reading" for any new
staff member joining a program evaluation unit or section. It seems particu-
larly suited to new evaluators in the vocational rehabilitation field or other
VR staff interested in evaluation. Many of these persons come to the staff
assignment with much programmatic data related to the rehabilitation process
but with little understanding of evaluation as either a practice or a pro-
fession.

This 242-page book was published in 1978 by Jossey-Bass Publishers of
San Francisco and is available at $13.95 a copy.
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APPENDIX II

PERIODICALS AND JOURNALS
RELATING TO REHAIBILITATICN AND EVALUATICN

April 1980

REHABILITATION-RELAIEDPEMICCICALS

American Rehabilitation

Publisher: Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA), DE
Bi-monthy publication

Business Office:
Superintendent of Documents
P.O. Box 1533
Washington, D.C. 20402

Editor:

Rehabilitation Services ADministration
330 "C" Street, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20201

Informer

Publisher: Arkansas Rehabilitatim Iiesearch & Training Center (R1-13)
Quarterly Publication

Business Office:
Arkansas Research

Arkansas Rehabilitation Research & Training Center
P.O. Box 1351
Hot Springs Arkansas '01

Editor:
Same

Journal of Applied Rehabilitation CounsELI

Publisher: National Rehabilitation Comseling Association
Quarterly Publication

Business Office:

National Rehabilitation Association
1522 "K" Street, M.W,
Washington, D.C. 20005
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Editor:
University of Texas at Austin
440B Education Building
Austin, Texas 78712

Journal of Rehabilitation

Publisher: National Rehabilitation Association

Quarterly Publication

Business Office:
National Rehabilitation Association
1522 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

Editor:
Dr. Jack M. Sink
University of Georgia
413 Aderhold
Athens, Georgia 30602

Journal of Rehabilitation Administration

Publisher: The Rehabilitation Services Training Program of DePaul University

Quarterly Publication

Business Office:
Administration Studies Center
DePaul University
25E Jackson Boulevard
Chicago, Illinois 60604

Editor:
Same

Nzticzzil Rehabilitation Counseling Association: Professional Report

Publisher: National Rehabilitation Counseling Association

Pi-iaptAly Publication

ZAisiness Office:
1522 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

Rehabilitation Counseling Bulletin

Publisher: American Personnel and Guidance Association

Quarterly Publication

Business Office:
Two Skyline Place, Suite 400
5203 Leesburg Pike
Falls Church, Virginia 22041
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Editor:

Rehabilitation Counseling Program
Christopher Baldy Hall 416
Suny at Buffalo
Amherst, New York 14260

Rehabilitation Gazette

Publisher: Rehabilitation Gazette Volunteer StaffAnnual Publication

Business Office:

Rehabilitation Gazette
4502 Maryland Avenue
St. Louis, Missouri 63108

Editor:

Same

Rehabilitation Literature

Publisher: National Easter Seal Society for Crippled Children & Adults10 Issues

Business Office:
2023 West Ogden Avenue
Chicago, Illinois 60612

Editor:

Same

Rehabilitation World

Publisher: Rehabilitation International USA
Quarterly Publication

Circulation Department
Rehabilitation Department
20 West 40th Street
New York, New York 10018

EVALWICN-RELATED PERIODICALS

Evaluation

Publisher: Minneapolis Medical Research Ebundation, Inc.Quarterly
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Circulation Manager
Evaluation
501 South Park Avenue
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55415

Evaluation Review: A Journal of Applied Social Research

Publisher: Sage Publications

Quarterly

Business Office:
Sage Publications
275 South Beverly Drive
Beverly Hills, California 90212

Editor:
Richard A. Buck
Department of Sociology
University of California
Santa Barbara, California 93106

Measurement and Evaluation in Guidance

Publisher: American Personnel and Guidance Association

Quarterly Publication

Business Office:
TWo Skyline Place
Suite 400
5203 Leesburg Pike
Falls Church, Virginia 22041

Editor:
Dr. Larry Loesch
Cbllege 3f Education
University of Florida
Gainesville, Florida 32611

Educational Evaluation and Policy. Analysis

Publisher: American Educational Research Association
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Business Office:
1230 17th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036



Editor:

W. J. Popham
S. M. W. Kirst

Evaluation and the Health Profession; A Multiprofessional Journal
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Quarterly Publication

Business Office:
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275 South Beverly Drive
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Editors:
R. B. Bansell
C. A. Waltz
School of Nursing
University of Maryland
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Evaluation and Program Planning

Publisher: Research and Evaluation Services
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Program on Press
Fairview Park
Elmford, New York 10523

Editor:

J. A. Mbrrell

Department of Health Sciences
Hahnemann Medical Cbllege
112 N. Broad Street
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Health Policy Quarterly: Evaluation and Utilization

Publisher: Human Sciences Press
Quarterly Publication

Business Office:
H. S. P.
72 5th Avenue
New York, New York 10011

Editors:
H. C. Schulberg
E. Ricci
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